25 years have passed since the beginning of market reforms in Russia. Like other post-soviet countries, in the early 1990s Russia faced a period of sharp decline in real household incomes. Then a gradual growth of population well-being began. However, income inequality was deep throughout this time. The poverty headcount is still over 10% on average and differs a lot among territories and socio-demographic groups. Russian poverty has certain specifics: there is a high risk of poverty for young working families with children.
Introduction
25 years have passed since the beginning of market reforms in Russia. Like other post-soviet countries, in the early 1990s Russia faced a period of sharp decline in real household incomes.
Then a gradual growth of population well-being began. However, income inequality was deep throughout this time. The poverty headcount is still over 10% on average and differs a lot among territories and socio-demographic groups. Russian poverty has a distinctive quality: there is a high risk of poverty for young working families with children. According to the Russian Federal State Statistical Service (Rosstat) , 34% of all Russian families had children under 16 years in 2014. Among poor families this share was 63% (Rosstat 2015: 32) .
In Russia, as in many other countries, the system of social protection includes family benefits (officially called "family and maternal benefits"). They are numerous and varied in type.
Some of them are provided by the federal budget or the Social Security Fund; they include prenatal and maternity benefits, lump-sum childbirth benefits and child care allowances for children under 18 months. Others are paid by regional budgets, and among them is an allowance for children under 16 (18) years from poor families (or child allowance) which is the main benefit for children over 18 months. These benefits can differ for single-mothers, multi-child families, children of members of the armed services, children of fathers avoiding alimony payments, etc.
All the benefits paid by the federal budget or the Social Security Fund are not meanstested: households with children can be eligible regardless of their incomes. The level of child care allowances for children under 18 months differs according to the mother's previous earnings, though it has a certain ceiling. An alternative to the federal benefits for children under 18 months, the regional nursing benefits for children over 18 months are means-tested, so not all families with children are eligible. Regional authorities choose the recipients according to family incomes and set the size of the nursing benefit. The real value of the regional nursing benefits varies considerably across the country. For example, in 2015 the minimum size of the regional child benefit was equal to 90 rubles per month (in Altay Republic), while in Moscow its values ranged between 1500 and 2500 rubles per month depending on the age of the child (Rosstat) .
That is why the benefits can be more or less attractive for potential recipients, leading to inequality in take-up.
The share of Russian children under 16 receiving at least one type of benefit has significantly declined from 45% in 2007 to 29% in 2014 (Rosstat) . This trend in overall caseload may reflect the mean income growth of households or it may indicate the system's inefficiency.
While the poverty level in Russia has reduced from 13.3% to 11.2% during the same period (2007 to 2014), the share of families with children among poor households has grown from 49.8% to 62.9% (Rosstat) . That is why it is important to assess an impact of family benefits on the well-being of Russian families with children using recent data and comparing the results with previous studies.
The aim of this paper is to analyse the effectiveness of family benefits in Russia using the most recent data from the Russia Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS-HSE) 4 . We consider the impact of benefits on the absolute, relative and subjective poverty of families with children, since this impact could be different depending on the measures of poverty. We also distinguish between benefits for children under and over 18 months. This division was not used in previous research on family benefits based on the RLMS-HSE data. The benefits for children under 18 months are mostly of the social insurance type and are aimed at compensating for the mother's previous earnings while the benefits for children over 18 months are provided within social
assistance and are means-tested. It could be expected that they have a different influence on family poverty. We use econometric analysis to estimate the probability of poverty for individuals in families with children depending on their receipt of family benefits, controlling for other determinants of poverty.
Literature Review
Social protection issues have been investigated in numerous research papers. In particular, family benefit effects on poverty were revealed in papers by Arcanjo et benefits is rather small. Tamborini and Cupito (2012) analysed a specific programme of family benefits -US Social Security -and concluded that this particular type of benefit reduces the risk of poverty especially for families headed by women, notably widows.
At the same time, researchers do not agree which type of benefit is the most efficient. For example, Bradshaw (2012) is a passionate proponent of categorical benefits praising their efficiency and social justice. Based on a broad international study of family benefits the author argues that means-tested benefits are often focused on the poorest households, and many eligible families do not actually get them. Means-tested benefits are inefficient horizontally and vertically. Bradshaw analyses separately family benefits in CEE and CIS countries including Russia where means-tested family benefits are widespread. In addition to the shortages of means-tested schemes, the author indicates the low values of family benefits in the CEE/CIS region. That is why the benefits are not sufficient to help families rise above poverty line.
Bradshaw places Russia 8th among 21 countries from this region, based on the level of child protection.
Van Lancker and Van Mechelen (2014) analyse how the focus of family benefits (on the lowest income groups or on relatively well-off groups) correlates with child poverty. They argue that the focus of family benefit on the poorest groups is associated with more significant poverty reduction. But this is true first of all for the countries where not all the families are eligible for benefits. In general, countries most successful in child poverty reduction combine targeting with a universal approach -all the families with children get benefits, but those in greatest need get more.
Van Lancker et al. (2015) use similar methodology to investigate the benefits for single mothers. They conclude that benefits targeting single mothers reduce the risk of poverty of these particular families.
In Russia the changes in the policy on child benefit provision which occurred in 1997 motivated scholars to analyse their effects. Denisova et al. (2000) confirmed that the introduction of means-tested schemes in the regions improved the targeting of child benefits. The probability of getting benefits increased for poor families. However, the reduction of benefit amounts expanded child poverty. In the authors' opinion, the crucial element of benefit targeting in Russia was the ability of regional and local authorities to implement the scheme, regardless of its type.
Notten and Gassmann (2008) study a later period, from 2000, when means-tested schemes became widespread in Russian regions, to 2004. However, their findings were similar.
The authors note that from 2000 more children (including children from poor families) started to receive benefits. Nevertheless, for Russia they regard a universal scheme as more efficient than a means-tested scheme (because of leakage and the gaps in coverage that were pervasive). They explain the gaps and leakages by the novelty in the system of child allowances where elements of means-testing were introduced. From the authors' viewpoint, the amounts of benefits matter most of all (Notten and Gassmann, 2008, p. 260 ).
According to the research by Ovcharova et al. (2010) , the type of child benefit is important with regard to poverty reduction. Social security benefits (such as prenatal and maternity benefits, and child care allowances for children under 18 months) are more effective in mitigating poverty than social assistance benefits (such as benefits for children over 18 months). Popova (2014) compares family benefit systems in Russia, Sweden, Germany, Belgium and Great Britain using micro-simulation models. For Russia she derives data from RLMS-HSE, 2010. She argues that the Russian system of family benefits, if transferred to any of the considered European countries, would not be less effective in fighting child poverty than the local systems. The main problem of the Russian system is insufficient financing rather than design. A better option for the design is a combination of categorical and means-tested benefits (as in the Great Britain and Belgium).
Investigating child benefits in Russia, also using RLMS-HSE data for 2010, Popova notes that those benefits are not well targeted; in particular they are associated with serious leakages.
Better targeting and increasing the amount of benefits could have reduced child poverty even with the same level of financing. Like Ovcharova et al., Popova criticizes the variation of regional benefits. In the author's opinion, significant regional variations are not efficient (regional authorities do not adopt the best practices of their neighbours) and they are problematic from the viewpoint of social justice. The author therefore suggests a universal scheme of family benefits for the whole country with the same benefit amount adjusted to regional prices (Popova, 2013 The definition of subjective poverty was introduced by Goedhart et al. (1977) . Using this notion, Ravallion and Lokshin (2002) studied the connection between absolute and subjective poverty in Russia with the data from the RLMS-HSE. They reveal a significant correlation between incomes and subjective poverty. However, income level is not the only factor explaining subjective poverty. There are other determinants of subjective poverty, among them health status, educational background, employment, assets, average income in the place of residence, and the perceptions of future welfare. Kalugina and Najman (2003) , using the same data, assess the impact of employment status on absolute and subjective poverty in Russia. They find that multiple employment significantly reduces the probability of absolute and subjective poverty.
Tikhonova and Mareeva (2016) studied Russian poverty perception. They consider interrelations between absolute, relative and subjective poverty. The authors note that Russians' assessment of the poverty threshold depends on their region and place of residence. The correlation observed between the subjective poverty threshold and the official subsistence minimum is weak. That is because the subsistence minimum is defined by regional authorities autonomously with regard to their economic resources and policy priorities. As a result, the variation of subsistence minimums between regions is significant, even for regions with similar living costs, types of population settlement etc. Investigating the interrelations between relative and subjective poverty in Russia, the authors note that the poverty line in public minds is 73.7% of the median per-head income. This level is higher than scholars normally use as a definition of subjective poverty -40-60%. Mareeva and Tikhonova suggest using 70-75% of the median income as the threshold of subjective poverty in Russia. Burdyak and Popova (2007) use the data from the Leningrad region to compare absolute, relative and subjective poverty. Their study shows that absolute poverty is typical for families with children while relative and subjective poverty is more widespread among pensioners.
According to their estimates, child poverty depends first of all on parental incomes, and on interfamily cash transfers, insurance benefits and pensions. The demographic structure of the family, parental educational background and their positions in the labour market also influence child poverty but to a lesser degree.
Data and Methods
This study is based on pooled and panel household data from the RLMS-HSE. This is a We analyse only families with children and their members, including children. We use household data, and individual data, matching individuals and their respective households to assess various types of poverty at the individual level.
We consider two aggregated types of benefits: (A) all benefits for children under 18 months, including care allowances for these children, and (B) all benefits for children over 18 months, including the nursing benefits for children over 18 months which are most widespread in Russia today. Type A benefits are mostly contributory and partly categorical; some of them are lump-sums and most of the others positively correlating with the mother's previous earnings, though the latter have a ceiling. These benefits are set at the federal level. In contrast, type B benefits are paid by regional budgets and are usually means-tested. Type B benefit values differ between regions depending on their budget. Nevertheless, on average in 2003-2015 type B benefits are 4 times smaller than type A benefits. As our data show, the average share of type A benefits in recipient household incomes recently reached 15%, while the average share of the type B benefits was about 5%.
The child benefits received by households in different years were all estimated in 2015 prices, in thousand rubles. If the members of the household declared themselves non-recipients of child benefits, the size of the benefits was set to zero. We analyse descriptive statistical data to reveal variations in the characteristics of households that receive family benefits of both types and households that get no benefits. Then we use econometric analysis to assess the impact of child benefits on the absolute, relative and subjective poverty of families with children, and their members.
Since the respondents are inclined to underestimate their incomes, we compared the declared income of a household with the sum of all the incomes of the members of household.
That is, we used one general question about the aggregate family income and a number of questions about the specific types of incomes of all family members such as wages, pensions, allowances and other monetary incomes. We also included in the total family income all the incomes in-kind estimated in money terms by the respondents themselves. Then we took the maximal value as that household's income.
We used equivalised household incomes to control for different sizes and compositions of families (there is an economy of scale typical for large families, and also members of the family consume more or less according to their ages). We used a modified OECD scale to estimate equivalised household incomes.
Absolute poverty means that a household's monetary income is too law to serve its basic needs such as food, clothing and housing. The absolute poverty line for each household was set as the sum of subsistence minimums of all the members of the household. In Russia, subsistence minimums are set at the regional level and differ also for children, working-age population and pensioners. So for each household in our sample we calculated their own subsistence minimum depending on the region of residence and the household's composition. All the members of a household were regarded as poor in a certain year if the aggregate monetary income did not exceed the poverty line in this particular year.
The concept of relative poverty sets a certain standard of poverty as the share of the medium individual income of the society. Usually, the relative poverty line is set at 40%, 50% or 60% of the median income. Applying this approach to our sample, 24% of individuals are considered poor if we use the 60% threshold, while 28% of individuals are poor in terms of absolute poverty. That is why we used the additional relative poverty line at the level of 70% of median income (as in Mareeva and Tikhonova (2016) ).
The concept of subjective poverty means that a person is regarded as poor if she feels poor. In this paper we use the "economic welfare question" from the RLMS-HSE questionnaire:
"And now, please imagine a nine-step ladder where at the bottom, on the first step, are the poorest people, and on the highest step, the ninth, are the richest. On which step of the nine steps are you personally standing today?" To assess subjective poverty, we also used different thresholds -grades 3, 4 and 5 on the scale of subjective welfare. Individuals placing themselves on the defined step of the ladder or higher, were regarded as non-poor.
Descriptive Statistics
We aggregate our data to see how the absolute and relative values of the benefits of both types changed during the observed period. in household incomes (Figures 2 and 3) . Comparing the dynamics of the average and median shares of type A benefits in household incomes shows that the fall of the share of benefits is greater among better-off families. negatively correlated with household incomes. First, fewer and fewer households can pass the regional means-test necessary for eligibility. Second, the higher the family income, the lower the probability that the family will apply for child benefits because of time and moral costs. The next step is to reveal the variations in the characteristics of households that receive child benefits and households that get no benefits. Table 1 shows the differences between the indicators characterizing these two groups of households. In the first part of the table we compare characteristics of the families with children under 18 months that receive type A benefits with those of families with children under 18 months that do not get type A benefits (regardless of type B benefits). The second part of the table is identical to the first one, but includes only families with children over 18 months which receive and do not receive type B benefits (regardless of type A benefits).
The household-recipients of child benefits have, on average, lower incomes than the families that do not get benefits. Apart from this, there is a difference in household composition.
The families without type B benefits are characterized by a larger fraction of employed persons and pensioners (women over 55 years old, men over 60 and all those respondents of both genders who said that they received pension). All the families without benefits are characterized by their relatively small share of children. This explains their relatively high equivalised and per capita Difference between indicators for two types of families was confirmed and is *-significant at 10%-level **-significant at 5%-level ***-significant at 1%-level 1) Equivalence scale -modified OECD scale There are more child benefits recipients among villagers than among city and town inhabitants. Type B benefits are highly represented in single-parent households. Parental university education levels are negatively correlated with receiving child benefits.
Tab. 1. Child benefits and households characteristics (results of t-test), %
5 Table 2 also illustrates the gaps in coverage and leakages in the system of child benefits (the corresponding figures are underlined). Namely, 29% of all non-poor households with children over 18 months get benefits, while 45% of poor households get no benefits. Here we concentrate our attention on type B benefits because these benefits are means-tested and presumably should reduce poverty as they are targeted at poor families.
Consider the gaps in coverage and leakages in type B benefits system in dynamics (Fig.6 ). are poor families without benefits. Thus, the leakages observed in the child benefit system in Russia exceed the gaps in coverage. However, we think that the gaps are the most important issue, since this type of benefit is means-tested and is presumably aimed at the poorest families. 
Regression Analysis and Results
We model the influence of child benefits on the probability of absolute, relative and subjective poverty, using the data from the RLMS-HSE on individuals from families with children from the For each type of poverty -absolute, relative and subjective -we estimate the individual's probability of poverty using a pooled logistic model and a panel logistic model with random effects. Other controlled factors influencing the risk of poverty for the recipients' household include the type of settlement, family structure, education and employment (for descriptive data on the variables see Appendix).
The definitions of absolute, relative and subjective poverty used in this paper were discussed above in the 'Data' section. The child benefits received by households in different years were all estimated in 2015 prices, in thousand rubles. If the members of the household declared themselves as non-recipients of child benefits, the size of the benefits was set equal to zero.
Unfortunately, we could not use the fixed-effects specification of the panel logistic model because our dependent variable (the probability of poverty) had insufficient variation. Namely, The estimates of the coefficients of the control variables confirm the predictable influence of poverty determinants. The smaller the type of settlement, the higher the probability of absolute and relative poverty. Single parenthood and the share of children in the household increase the poverty probability for all types of poverty -absolute, relative and subjective. On the contrary, parental education, and the share of employed members in the family reduces the risk of all types of poverty. The results show that child benefits of both types reduce the probability of absolute poverty or have no significant effects (depending on the model specification) and reduce the relative poverty of Russian families with children. These results are in line with previous studies that showed the positive but weak impact of family benefits on the well-being of families in Russia (Bradshaw, 2012; Denisova et al., 2000) . The model coefficient estimates show that numerous factors other than child benefits also determine absolute and relative poverty. Among them are the type of settlement, the family members' employment statuses, single parenthood, and parental education. Also, the presence of pensioners in a household provides certain hedges against absolute poverty.
Tab. 3. Econometric models estimates: absolute poverty

Dependent variables
For the probability of subjective poverty, the results are robust for a variety of model specifications and show no significant correlation with child benefits of type A. Type B benefits are positively correlated with subjective poverty if the poverty threshold is set at the 4 th or 5 th step of the welfare ladder (the ladder that has 9 steps starting from the poorest people (1) to the richest (9)). Therefore, recipients of type B (means-tested) benefits feel poor more often than recipients of type A (categorical) benefits. This result could be explained as a consequence of stigmatization, people feeling poor because they accept governmental aid. Among other factors influencing the risk of being poor, the share of pensioners in households with children increases the probability of subjective poverty. On the contrary, life in a smaller settlement reduces subjective poverty. Using the indicators of absolute and relative poverty gives opposite signs for the coefficients of those variables. Subjective poverty is strongly defined by existing perceptions of life conditions, such as being a pensioner, which is generally associated with poverty. Child benefits (at least, means-tested benefits) seem to be a family characteristic that is perceived as an indicator of poverty. This fact could partially explain the low take-up of child benefits programmes.
Overall, the study reveals the low effectiveness of family benefits in Russia. Their role in supporting family incomes is still negligible, even after the benefits for children under 18 months were increased in 2007. Though the share of benefits for these children in family incomes has increased and reached 16-17% in 2007-2009 , it went down to 14% in 2015 while real incomes in the country also declined. Almost 30% of poor families with children under 18 months do not get these benefits. Even with higher benefits for these children, we do not consider them to be effective in fighting poverty.
Despite the elements of means-testing introduced for regional child benefits, the whole system of child allowances in Russia is complex and ineffective. 45% of poor families with children over 18 months do not get child benefits, although these benefits are meant for poor On the other hand, 29% of non-poor families with children over 18 months get these benefits (the leakages in family benefits system were also revealed in (Popova, 2013) for all types of benefits and for one particular year, 2010). Our analysis shows that the share of gaps in benefit coverage by for children over 18 months has been increasing recently. There are still gaps in coverage and leakages in the benefits system confirming its horizontal and vertical inequity. We could not say that benefits for children over 18 months, being means-tested, are better at mitigating poverty than benefits for children under 18 months, which depend on the mother's earnings and are universal. We do not agree with scholars who explain the shortcomings of the Russian family benefits system by its novelty (Notten and Gassmann, 2008 ),
as we see that today it is no more effective than 15 years ago. The system of family benefits needs better targeting to reach the poorest households.
There are numerous possibilities to continue this research in the future. In particular, a detailed analysis of the characteristics of the poor families who get no family benefits, for both types of child benefits, is required. We could also distinguish between the families with one, two or more children as determinants of poverty. We have not addressed the issue of the possible interrelation between the types of household and the types of benefits which also needs to be investigated. 
